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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over JP 
200021 1 008 A in view of Lin (US 5,552,01 1 ) and optionally further in view of Schut et al 
(US 6,376,058) for reasons of record set forth in numbered paragraph 4 in the last office 
action dated 02-17-04; and further in view of anyone of (JP 404001233 A, Rubino et al 
(US 5,990,209) and Fujii et al (US 5,219,903)) and optionally further in view of Prince et 
al (US 6,083,601). 

JP '008 does not teach using a pair of single-screw secondary extruders instead 
teaches using a pair of twin-screw secondary extruders (page 4 last paragraph 
figure 4). However, it would have been obvious in the art to substitute a pair of 
twin-screw secondary extruders with a pair of single-screw secondary extruders, 
because it is a common practice in the art to interchangeably use a single-screw 
secondary extruder and a twin-screw extruder for extruding a polypropylene-type 
resin as exemplified in the teachings of anyone of JP '233 (English abstract), 
Rubino et al (col. 4 lines 31-63) and Fujii et al (abstract; col. 2 line 17 to col. 3 
line 18). 
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As for a limitation of compositions being "evenly stirred in feeders which are at 
the front ends of the two single-screw secondary extruders", see page 4 last 
paragraph of the JP '008 patent and example 1 of the Lin '011 patent. The cited 
passages in these patents teaches mixing various components of a composition 
(i.e. understood to be evenly blended) prior to being fed into each secondary 
extruder. In any event, it would have obvious in the art to evenly blend a 
composition for each secondary extruder in order to provide a homogeneous 
blend of a feed material for each secondary extruder. Moreover, it would have 
been imperative for one in the art to dispose each feeder at around a front end of 
each secondary extruder as such is a notoriously a common practice in the art in 
order to effective knead a composition in an extrusion device. Prince is optionally 
cited as further evidence that, it is well known in the art to homogenously blend 
various components of a composition in a feeder of an extruder (figure 2). 
3. Claims 2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the references set forth in numbered paragraph 2 as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in Slattery et al (US 5,637,268), Yoshikawa et al (US 5,728,337). 

With respect to claim 2, ince the recited air-drawing devices recited in this claim 
are taken to be conventional in the art as exemplified in the teachings of either 
Slattery et al (abstract; col. 1 line 61 to col. 2 line 67; col. 3 lines 1-23; figure 3) or 
Yoshikawa et al (abstract; col. 4 lines 14-39), this claim would have been obvious 
in the art. 
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It is worthnoting that, Slattery et al illustrates an extrusion device where a feeder 
is disposed around a front end of the extrusion device (figure 3). 
With respect to claim 5, the limitation in this claim is conventional in the art as 
exemplified in the teachings of Lin '01 1 (col. 3 lines 44-50). 
4. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the 
references set forth in numbered paragraph 2 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Tuhashima et al (US 6,126,915). 

It would have been obvious in the art to surface treat inorganic powder in forming 
a master-batch in the modified process taught by JP '008, because it is a 
common practice in the art to surface treat inorganic powder in forming a master- 
batch to enhance the characteristics of an extruded sheet as exemplified in the 
teachings of Tunashima et al (abstract; col. 1 lines 14-27). 
With respect to claim 4, see column 3 lines 43-67 of the Lin '01 1 . 

Remarks 

Counsel argues on page 10 last full paragraph to page 1 1 full paragraph 1 that, 
none of the references cited teaches prefabricating an inorganic master batch so 
that an inorganic powder and a polypropylene are blended together to obtain a 
required dispersion prior to entering an extruder. Examiner strongly disagrees 
with Counsel's assertion. As noted in the last office action, Lin '01 1 teaches the 
desirability of forming two master batches of two types of inorganic materials 
(calcium carbonate and titanium dioxide) and polypropylene (examples 1-3). 
Although not explicitly disclosed, one in the art would have readily understood 
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and appreciated that, in forming a master batch taught by Lin '01 1 , an inorganic 
material and a polypropylene must be blended together. Otherwise, what's the 
purpose of forming a master batch, if it is not to blend these materials together. 
Since they are blended together, the limitation of reaching "a required dispersion 
in advance "fails to distinguish over JP '008 using master batches suggested 
by Lin '01 1. Moreover, Schut et al is cited as further evidence that, to show that 
inorganic particles are "dispersed" in a polyolefin matrix in a master batch (col. 6 
lines 38-65). It is worthnoting that, Schut et al teaches forming master batches in 
order to obviate a problem of inorganic powder dusting. As for the alleged 
advantages of using master batches, JP '008 in view of Lin '01 1 and Schut et al 
also use master batches. Therefore, the alleged advantages must naturally flow 
from the collective teachings of the prior art. 

As for Counsel's newly presented argument on page 13 regarding an extrusion 
process taught by JP '008, Counsel would appear to be mischaracterizing the 
process taught by JP '008. JP '008 does not directly add various component to a 
twin-screw main extruder. Just like the present invention (figure 2), the extrusion 
process taught by JP '008 as shown in figure 4 also uses two secondary 
extruders, except that the secondary extruders are twin-screw type extruders 
instead of single-screw type extruders. Note that: Lin also teaches using two 
secondary extruders, but is silent on whether they are a single-screw or a twin- 
screw extruder. 
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As for Counsel's newly presented argument on the same page regarding the 
even stirring of each composition to a secondary extruder, as noted above, this 
limitation would have been obvious in the art for reasons set forth above. 
As for Counsel's newly presented argument on page 14 regarding the use of 
extruders, each having an air drawing device, as noted in the prior office actions, 
extruders with air drawing device is conventional in the art. See the cited 
references set forth in numbered paragraph 3 above. 

Conclusion 

In light of a new ground of rejection, the finality of the prior office action is 
withdrawn. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Chuan C. Yao whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-1224. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with second 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sam Chuan C. Yao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1733 
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